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ABSTRACT 

This document presents findings and recommendations 
.of a resource group charged with providing background information and 
recommendations concerning the utilization of existing facilities and 
needs for new facilities for the development of a master plan for 
higher education in Connecticut. Taken into consideration by the 
resource group were the specif ic area s of: (1) the construction 
backlog; (2) the facilities process; (3) facility utilization and 
standards; (4) comprehensive planning; (5) private and regional 
resources; (6) auxilliary fund facilities; (7) architect selection; 
(8) facilities delivery; and (9) environmental and esthetic 
considerations, (HS) 
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To the Reader: 

The 1972 General Assembly passed Pub I ic Act 194 which directed the 
Commission for Higher Education to develop a Master P-Ian for High9r Educa- 
tion i n, Connecticut by January 1974. In response, the Commiss ion; determined^ 
a structure designed to insure broad I y based participation in the development 
of, the plan. An overview of that .structure, is contained 1 n the fol lowing 
document . 

One of the most important elements of the Master Plan structure is the 
Resource Groups . S i nee . September : 1 972,' these groups , made up of over two 
hundred persons / have "addressed themse I ves to major topics for the Master- 
Plan. The repbrts^ of these group.s have been made ayai lab le to public boards 
of higher education with the request that fhe reports be disseminated to 
the chief executives and to -^he chief I ibrarians of each institution -and that^ 

. the broadest d i scuss ion poss i b le of the resource groups' topics be eRCcuraged^ 
among facu I ty, students and i nterested groups . I n add i tion, cop i es are being 

.made ava i I ab I e through pub I i c libraries and to organ i zati ons and governmental 
agencies which might, be interested* Because the supply of the reports Js 
I imited, : any interested individuals are permitted to .reproduce any or a I I 
reports. 

This report is one ot eight Resource Group Reports. I t shou I d . be - , 
recognized that the topics assigned to the Resource Groups are not. mutua I ly ■ 
excl usive. Therefore,: the r'eader i s encouraged to read a l l eight reports/. 

■ The Commission for HighervEducation , is most gra 
j nd rv i dua I s who rgave f ree I y of thei r. time and energies serv i ng on Resource^ . 
Groups . . The exce l l ent groundwork they have prov i ded i n; the i r reports wi i i; 
facr l.itate the del iberations of add i tiona I groups and i nd ivJdua I s as the 
process of the Master P I an cieve lopment conti nues . 
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I NTRODUCT I ON 

The following report has been prepared by the Resource Group for con 
sideration by the Commission for Higher Education as it develops a Master 
Plan for higher- educat ion i n Connecticut . To insure clear understanding 
of this report a number of points should be emphasized ; 

», The findings and recommendations are the considered judgment 
of the individual Resource Group. They do not necessarily 
represent an opinion or position of the Commission for Higher 
Education or any other group such as the Management/Policy or 
Review and Evaluation Group. 

. a This report is one of eight reports, The Resource Group reports, 
as a whole, are pos it ion papers for cons (deration in the develop- 
ment of the Master Plan. They shou Id not be construed as con- 
stituting a first draft of the Master Plan. Subsequent to further 
discussion and comment; the ' recommendat ions made in reports may 
be retained, revised, or deleted in the Master Plan. 

■:; a The recommendations of the group may conf I i ct with recommendations 
made by other groups. The reconci I i at ion of conf ! icting rv-^^ommen- 
dations w il T be cons i dered i n the process of developing: a draft 
Master Plan. 

The deve lopment. of a Master Plan is a dynamic process requiring^ 
conti'nujng i nput from many sources . Although the Resource Group " 
reports provide an: important; source of judgments about the elements 
of the. p Ian, add 1 1 jona I . reaction, comment, and thought Is requ i red 
before an i ni tia I draft of the Master Plan can be completed. 
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All questions and comments concern i ng this report should be 
addressed to Master Plan Staff Associates, c/o The Commission for 
Higher Education, E5ox 1320, Hartford, Connecticut 061 01 , 



PROCESS OF THE MASTER PLAN 



Groups Involved In the Master Plan 

I, Commission for Higher Education: The State's coordinating agency for 
higher education was requested by the General Assembly (P. A, 194, 1972) 
to develop^ in cooperation with the boards of trustees of the constit- 
uent units of the public system, a Master Plan for Higher Education in 
Connecticut. The plan i s to be completed and submitted to the General 
Assembly by January, 1974. 

.11, Manapement/Po I icy Group: A steering committee for the Master Plan pro- 
cess; membership consists of the chairmen of the boards of trustees for 
the constituent uni ts, and the president of the Connect;cut Conference 
of Independent Colleges. Liaison representation from the Governor's of- 
■ ffce and from the General Assembly are; a I so represented . 

Ijll, Resource Groups: These groups are charged with developing position pa- 
pers on specific topics for util-ization in the development of a Master 
Plan. Membership is proportionately balanced between the higher educo- 
tlon community and non-academ i cs to insure that a broad spectrum of view 
points be . represented In group deliberations. Each group was assigned 
specif ic. questions by the Management/Po' icy Group . In addition, each 
■ group was encouraged to address any other questions as it.saw fit. 

IV, Review and Evaluation Group: A group invited to review, evaluate, and 
■'make comments on the Resource/ Group reports and success i ve draftsof 
the Master Plan. Ten members represent a wide spectrum of the staters 
-bus i nes.s and pub I ic interest activity and three ex-officio members are 
from, state government* 



V- Master Plan Staff Associates: Each of the constituent units of the 
publ Ic system and the Connecticut Conference of Independent Col leges 
have provided staff support for the Master Plan project- The staff 
associates serve a dual function: (I) each staff associate provided 
staff assistance to a Resource Group and^ subsequently, (2) the staff 
associates will, in collaboration with the Commission staff; prepare 
the draft of the Master Plan. 

Y ! . Constituent Unit Boards of Trustees, I nc I ud i nq Facu I ty . Students and 

Administration: All boards of trustees of the higher education system 
are asked to rev-iew carefully the Resource Group reports and the Master. 
Plan drafts to follow. It i s expected . that each institution will en- 
courage. the fullest possible discussion among faculty, students, and 
adm f n i strators • 

VII. The Publ ic : In addition to the higher education constituencies noted 
above, a vital input to the Master Plan is the participation of al I 
who are i n teres ted, i nc I udi ng : i nd I vi dua Is I n . i ndustry , I abor, mi nor i - 
ties, professionals — in short, a I I organizations and individuals in- 
terested in h igher education. Comments are invited at any stage of the 
development of the Master -Plan. However, ^ for cons ideration for the 
fnftfat draft of the Master P I an /.comments must be recei ved by Apr f I > 
1973 and in the f i na I draf t of the Master P I an by September 1973. ; • 
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AM OUTLINE OF ACITVITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN 



Acti vi • y 

1. CHE requests staff assistance from const i tuent un i ts 6/72 

2. CHE appoints Management/Policy Group 

3. Management/Policy Group: 

a. Identifies elements of Master Plan 

b. Deve I ops quer i es to be addressed 

c. Appoints Resource Groups 

4. CHE holds Co I loqu i um Or I entat i on meeting 

5. CHE appoint Review and Evaluation Group /. 

6. CHE approves interim report f "or transmi tta I to Governor i2/72 

7. Resource Groups complete and transmii' papers to Management/ 
Po 1 i cy Group 

8. Mangement/Po I icy Group d istri butes Resource Group reports to 
Constituent units. Review anc' Eva I uat iop Group, and other in- 
terested groups and individuals 

9. Comsnents on Resource Group reports are submitted by Review and 
. Eva I uation Group, constituent units, and other interested in- 
dividuals and groups 

10. Initial Draft of Master Plan is prepared and d i str i buted to 
constituent units and Review and Eva I uat i on Group 

M. Initial reactions are received and Draft of Master Plan is 
amended 

12. CHE .sponsors publ ic presentation of amended : Draft of Master Plan 
and sol icits comments from a 11 groups and f ndividua I s, who are 
■ ■ ;l nterested: ■ ' , ■,■'„;;■: .■_„■,,■■■■, t.,- ' 

13.. Comments reviewed and eva I uated and fina I draft prepared 

14. Managenient/Pol icy Group receives final comments on final Draft 
.of Master Plan from constituent units and Review and Evaluation , 
Group , reports to CHE 

15.. . CHE approves f i na l draft of Master PI an and . transm i ts ? t to '12/73 
the Governor and GeneraT AssembLy^ . - - - 
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LETCHER-THOMPSON inc. architects engineers 299 Washington ave. Bridgeport, conn. o6604 (203) 366-54 



• Mr . ; Donald H/^^ M 
. . VChalrman'.-.-' ■"„'■ • 
.'Commission for High 
■Post 'Office B ; 
Hartford/ Connecticut 06101 

j Dear Mr. McGannon::^ 

The report of the Resource Group on Facilities is 
transmitted herewith. 

Our,. Committee : sincerely hopes that it will provide 
[ substantial and positive material for the implemen- 
tation of the Pive-Year Master Plan for the State 
: of Connecticut. ; ^ 

::We wish ;to include y under the same cover/ our 
"deepest appreciation, firsts for the honor you ; 
/bestowed on us in designating us for this ;p 

■ second , f or- the Acompllment : y^ in : 

■ assuming that we; could even: approach, its accorrlplish-- 
;ment in -so short a time^^^ 

• .patlenc e and f orb earanc e y ou and your as so elates will 
:"; be called upon to exercise when you have analyzed our 
efforts and discover that youihave placed this truly 
Cyclopean \ task in the inept hands of a group of no- 
more-than-average mortals. 
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February 1, 1973 



RHM/abk 
Enc. 
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September 18, 1972 



Mr. Robert Mutrux . 
c/o Fletcher- Thompson, Inc. 
299 Washington Avenue 
Bridgeport , Connecticut : 06604 

Dear Mr. Mutrux: 

Now that all eight of the Resource Groups have chairmen, 
I am writing each person who has accepted a chairmanship 
to express my personal appreciation for his: or her willing- 
ness to serve. I can; think of no activity that will be of 
more significance to the development of higher education 
in the state, or that will require more extended and 
detailed attention, than the construction of a Master Plan. 
So much of what will happen in the future will depend on 
how well we plan and how apparent it is to the public that 
we have performed capably in that area. 

Warren has advised me of the activity, which has taken place 
to date and I am gratified by what he reports. Please 
accept my thanks , and those of the members of the Management/ 
Policy Group and the Commission for Higher Education, for 
accepting a leadership role in this important enterprise . 

I look forward to seeing you at Southern Connecticut State 
College on Monday. 

Sincerely, 




Donald H. McGannon 
Chairman, Commission 
for Higher Education 
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SUMf^lARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMEITOATIONS 



FACILITIES RESOURCE GROUP 



1) THE CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG ; , . , 

Finding : It is clear that the State is struggling with, 
building corrjnitments tc a range;, of institutions , commit*- 
ments it finds exceedingly difficult to finance.. It is 
..also clear that the - State .is looking for sound guidance 
on just . how to treat with this backlog. 

Recommendation ; It is recommended that the Governor give 
clear and immediate guidance as' to the availability of : 
capital funds for each of the constituent units of highor 
education, based on an evaluation of the facility priority 
recommendations made by:, these units' this past year. Further, 
it is Tecommended that the Commission for Higher Education . 
in collaboration with the Boards of Trustees of the con- 
stituent units establish a pattern for capital construction 
that: (a) lengthens out the . program of development : of the 
Community College system; (b) insists : on a slower plan of 
facilities development : for the University , State , and Tech- 
nical Colleges and (c) defers commitment to new programs; 
that require neWfacilities.. '^'-.^ . '■ ■ \' . ' . ^ ' 



2) THE FACILITIES PROCESS - 

Finding : . There. exists no authoritative advisory body -in 
higher education with \the; staff , "the ::expe ! 
: sponsibility to: devise, standardized procedures of facilities 
• prograimriing, to, gather : sufficient data on the quantity- and ; 
quality; of : facilities, to advise on the priorities of faci- 
lities needs ybased upon constituent unit; plans , and. to seek 
out and illuminate State fiscal plans in the facilities area. - 

^ Recommendation : Establish within the context of the Commission 
for Higher Education a Central Facilities; Group \within the 
offices of the Commission with an appropriately-structured . ^- : 
■ Advisory Conmiittee of its own to carry out the above functions 
: and to encourage within the constituent units a continuing 
planning process: and the exploration of opportunities, for ■ 
developing 3oint-us'e facilities (See later recommendation) - • 
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2 ) FACILITIES PROCESS : ( Cont , ) 

Finding : There is pending legislation to transfer the responsibilities 
of the Ccmrnission on Aid to. Higher Education to the CHE and to reserve 
; a role for members j of the Commission on- Aid as advisory to the CHE on 
. facilities. The Commission on Aid is a knowledgeable body , familiar 
with Federal programs that benefit higher/education ana familiar with 
facility needs at both public and private institutions/ This expertise 
.woua:d :be valuable within a facilities process. The staf ^ and /HiemuorB 
the Commission on Aid could thus comprise in part the mkkeup of the ^ro- 
posed: ^ Central .Bacilarties Gronp . 

ReccmmendatioB : Proposed legislation to transfer the responsibilities 
■ - of the Commi^ion on :Ai'd to Hlghe^^^ should be . 

supported, reserving a Tole, for/ the Commission on Aid, ■ 

. who;,could usefully-^be asked to servfe as aii advi^ on 
, facilities Beed. It is further :recommenged thai/ meinbersrof t 

advisory boiy be compc^.eS of repreBentatlCTes, of iDoth priv 
I insti:tutions as ; well as: others with c^^ evaluatijag - facilities 

■ reqnfrements and that ^hese members be a^spcantedi by the Commission for 
: iiigher Education. 



Fxndlnp, : The;, present iprocess of facillS^y- planning is inadequate in 
staff :, and resources at: the campus ; and tSe ccm of 
Trustees level to carry o^it proper planning: actimties :tcQ: yield:: tiiaely 
and^ relevant data: oin : facility needs . , TEte , iE5)uts:>from sunk decentra- 
lized. planning activities are, vital to prqg^r consider aticm of neei^ 
and priorities by a Central Facilities . OroTO 

Recoinmendation: Facilii&ies planning shouli be ai Secentralxzed actrvity 
carried out at ;the level: of the campus, and ^constaauent uni^ 
Trustees and that funds, for operations ;and ■ stafjE: ;f or a cmtinuinLg. plan- 
ning capability be a part of the budget: xegTE^sts;: ©f each., cen 
unit 



Finding : The Department:, of Public, Works has for:^ears heeB'. b earing 
most of the criti^cgsnx far the: failure to ;deliver ;^cilitlss- efficient ly 
and economically . , We find this criticism exaggerated ; tSie:- .fault: belongs 
'to all of the agencies t^hat have: had a' h in meting consrtrucilon 
requirements—from tlie , consti^iaent unit s^ to the CGmmission;ufor Higher 
EducatSbn ; from tlie; St ate Administration to mmbersH of the vGenesral ^ " 
Assembly. 

Recommendation : Hie Department of Public Works sixould be s;trengthened 
with: a Deputy; Conjlassioner aai appropriate staff 

with responsibilitgr for highiEsr education f acilitiies- and cooperaiaipn with: 
the C entral Facilffeies Group. 
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.3) FACILITY T ITTLIZATI ON AM) STANDARDS ; 



■S lMinfe .!, ChiT: Resource Group soon determined that traditional class- 
rdidju and laboratory utilization studies, while they do have their 
appropriate use and: value , by and large ; are an imperfect means 
of (establishing the degree of efficiency and adequacy with which 
Siustitutions use their facilities/ At best these data relate to a 
SisSicMon of facilities on campus and treat them within a limited cen- 
ter. Tims the conclusions^^^^o the recent Etherington Report on- 
di'^sroom utilization at public institutions of higher education 
ibpif?e been found to be ijii serious er^ misleading.. 

SScQimendation : It is :i^e commended that: (a) utilization data from ; 
ferbh%ub lie and private i^ continue to be gathered; (b) that 

tai:e- Central Facilities Group within the CHE be ^ charged with respon- 
'i^SibO-ity f or insuring its accuracy and rel^ (c) that this ; 
s2i22Sr group? recomend to the State appropriate standards of utiliza- 
tpaiE; and ((d) t^^ the CHE in^Drove its own comprehension of the 
iE^raing of utilizati data md its appropriate context so that it 
"fesith a stronger position to relieve some of the misguided public : 
a^gp3:ehension over existing conditions - 

blading; : Connecticut Diaintains stringent space requirements for 
^ssilementary and secondary schools, but it has not established ade- 

cjaate standards of space or a clear notion of the scale of facili- 
:ijies appropriate to the individual constituent units of higher 

^ciucation. ■ ■■ '\ 

i^jpe ommenda ti on : Pending the development of facility space standards 
1^ its own, the State should adopt the standards developed by the 
I^^Stem Interstate Commission for Higher Education, -feeling that 
^itil^se standards are probably the most thoughtfully designed in the 
H3a&ion today. 
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4) COMPREHMSIVE FLAMING 



FindiniT * The present processes of institutional planning at the 
cajnpus level are generally sporadic and uneven. Most important 
of all, though many : of the ple>nners ha they have 

not had access to realistic fiscal .parameters against which to do • 
the planning. These Inadequacies have restricted opportunities to 
take into account changing needs and purposes as they relate to 
students, other institutions, and to higher education as a system 
with' their consequences in the quantity and quality of facilities. 
Such plans are vital for the functioning of an adequate facilities 
process . 

Recommendation ; Continuing and adequate procedures of comprehensive 
planning including periodic development of academic and physical 
plans should be established for each separate institution of public 
higher education. 



5) PRIVATE AND REGIONAL KES0URC5S ' 

Finding: The Resource Group was impressed greatly with the avail- 
ability of educational resource in the private sector, particularly 
w5_bhin an often-neglected sector, that of : the proprietary schools. 
; Taking advantage of such resources may reduce the burden of facility 
needs in public higher education. 

RecoDmiendation ; Wherever feasible and desirable in the development 
of higher education in the State, and in the planning of individual 
institutionsTdue account shall be taken of the resources of the 
private and proprietary sectors pf higher education to make use of 
- the possibilities of joint use and sharing of facilities through 
contract programs. 

■■ ^ ' ' ^ ' ^ 

■ Finding : There are substantial resoui'ces in public and private 
higher; education as well as in non-higher education institutions 
which are located within educational regions as defined by the ; 
CHE and which may usefully augment one ^another to the benefit of 
the region and the State. . 

..Raooimriendation : Data on facilities and academic resources should 
be compiled by regions to be used in the planning process so that 
they may lead to the optimum utilization of resoiirces,^ a^ 
optimum development of higher education within a region. 
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AUXILIARY FUTJD FACILITIES 



• Finding: One; of the profound problems facing the constituent units 
' relates to the funding of non-academic facilities, including student 
union .buildings, parking areas, and dormitories. Construction costs ^ 
have simply outdistanced the ability of vstudents on many cang^uses in 
Connecticut to finance these much-needed facilities- A further burden 
is, imposed by the limited 20 year bonding term that does not spread 
■ out the cost of facilities to the generations of students who will use 
them. , . 

Recommendation; The newly-imposed tuition payments should be segre- 
gated to provide a Self-Iiqtiidating facilities Fluid; with which to 
finance such non-academic facilities across the State and the term 
under which bonds are sold for these projects be lengthened from the 
present 20 years to 30 years. . - 



7) ARCHITECT SELECTION 

Finding: The present system of the selection of architects and 
engineers by the Department of Public Works fails to lead to the. 
optimum choices of prof essionals that would lead to the establishment 
of the relationship of confidence and rapport between. the user agency 
and professionals needed for the ■ proper design and programming of 
facilities. 

Recommendation; : The president of an institution shall have a signi- 
ficant voice in the selection of all professionals engaged in the 
planning, programming, and, design of campus facilities. 



8) FACILITIES DELIVERZ ' 

■Finding: Due to factors beyond its control:- the Public ¥orks Depart- 
: ment has not operated; in an efficient manner in the production of 
facilities^ for higher educatioh. We believe that there is great oppor- 
tunity: (a) to: speed the process of design and construction through a ■ 
streamlining of procedures J ; (b) to explore new techniques of design 
and consti-uction; (c) to; develop increased use of the private sector 
through leaseback and other conti-actual arrangements; and (d) to save 

substantial money through elimination of unnecessary delays occasioned 
by the present process. : • ,: 

Re commendation : The organi za tion and operations of the Department of. 
Public. Works should be reviewed to the end that it my make optimm 
use^of methods and approaches; to improve its effectiveness in faci- 
lities delivery-jin terms of speed, quality, and economy. : , 



ERIC 



- 9 - 



ENVTRJQNMENTAL AND ESTEETIC CONSIDERATIONS 



Finding : It reqidres no gi*eat breadth of observation nor depth of 
perception to realize that the relation between the physical symbol 
for higher education and the world around it has not achieved the 
high standard that the State deserves. The exterior appearance of 
facilities, on Uie whole, is spartan at best; in the layout and 
design of facilities, the environment has more of ten than not been 
either neglected or totally ignored. 

Recommendations ; Every effort should be made to achieve the highest 
level of qixality in these vital areas. Respect for environmental 
factors in site plaxming , energy cons ervat ion , and the pre servation 
of natural resources is of prime importance in a field which, by 
definition, is a major influence in the shaping of the world we live 
in and hope to enjoy. 

Furthermore, we are dealing in an area whose visual impact is evident 
well in advance of its functional effect. It is essential, therefore^ 
that creations resulting from the; Master Plan, in every case , be a 
distinct credit to the institution that inspired it, the State that 
hosts it, and the tajcpayer who supports it. . , 

In particular , funds should not only be budgeted but reserved , first , 
for planning which will result in an agreeable natural setting, and 
second, for interiors in which stimulating works of creative art may 
be displayed and appreciated. 



FACILITIES RESOUBCE GROUP 
ANSWERS TO QUERIES 



A. UTILIZATION: • . . 

1. WHAT IS THE CAPACITY OF FACILITIES IN INSTIiJTIONS OF HIGHER 
LEARNING IN CONNECTICUT? 

Capacity of facilities is a judgment that is dependent upon . 
many factors such as purposes, standards of space , and the availabi- 
lity of classrooms and supporting facilities It therefore appears 
impossible to answer this question in the light of the inadequate 
data- available . 

2. WHAT IS THE RATE OF UTILIZATION OR CAPACITY OF'; FACILITIES IN , 
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING IN CONNECTICUT? ; PUBLIC? 
INDEPENDENT? 

^ The Commission for Higher Education is issuing in the, near 
future a report' on classroom and laboratory, utilization of the public 
and private sector in the State of Connecticut. See Chapter III of 
our OT-m report' for; a discussion of the relevance of utilization data. 

3. HOW DOES THIS COMPARE: NATIONALLY? 

Comparing earlier reports of Connecticut's classroom utilization 
as published by the Commission for Higher Education vith: reports from 
other State systems indicates that in general Connecticut: uses its 
classrooms as , intensively or moreso than : other State systems . 

WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES, IF ANY, COULD INCREASE RATE OF CAPACITY ^ 
UTILIZATION? ■ : ': 

Chapter III of this report discusses the role and context of 
space utilization. In^ our judgment . the goal of ■ maximizing space utili- v 
zation in itself is of dubious value/ ^ As an end in itself it leads " 
to illogicalities such as changing over classroom space to support space: . 1 

or increasing enrollments . on a campus or using teaching techniques that 
lead to greater classroom use. 



B. WHAT IS THE APPROXIMATE DOLLAR INVESTMENT IN FACILITIES IN THE 
PUBLIC: AND PRIVATE SECTORS? 

Space inventory data appear to have some errors . There appear to 
be approximately 20, 000", 000 gross square feet of space in the public 
and private sectors of higher education. Assigning a replacement cost 
of facilities of $80 per square foot to include the cost of utilities,,, 
sitework, parking areas , land, and professional: fees , it is estimated- 
that the value of these , facilities is^ $1.6 billions. 
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FACILITIES RESOURCE .GROUP . 
ANSWERS TO QUERIES (CONTINUED ) 



C. WHAT ARE DOLI^ ESTIMATES FOR EXPANSION OF FACILITIES TO 1 

Projections for the next five yearK submitted by the constituent 
units to ; the Commission for Higher ;:Educat ion , during the last budget 
period indicate, based on present; plans , that there is a need for a 
total of $ii53, 866, 000 in facilities oyer this 

The Facilities Resource Group considered the implication of ^m 
alternative approaches to\ the, construction of facilities . It Vs clear. . 
that if alternatives eliminate the need for facilities at little ^ or 
no penalty in :.educational eff ectiveness , or indeed improve it , the cost 
of facilities: for higher: education Some of 

; the: alternatives ^ident if ied; v facilities 'and services 

among institutions , year round use :of v-f acilities through quarter calendars , 
time shortened degrees, educational television, and so on. 

While on the surface some of these approaches appear plausible ; 
and hopeful, the Facilities Resource Group has concluded that it xs 
only their application -within , the settings/ of actual . institutions that 
educational implications costs , and benefits can be truly assessed.; 
It appears that it is within the academic phase of comprehensive fa- 
cility: planning (See Chapter IV of this report) within an institution 
that such : considerations can most usefully be brought to bear to affect 
the facility program of a college . . The Facilities Resource Group, there- 
fore, cannot in general advocate any specific proposals except to cite ; 
that these proposals should be factored in at the appropriate time — : 
the cyclical periods when an institution is creating and updating its 
academic plan. 

E. SHOULD ANY CHANGES EE MADE IN POLICIES. REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION 
, OF DORMITORY FACILITIES? V : 

The Facilities Resource Group has made a niimber ; of recommendations 
in this area which are discussed in; Chapter VI, Auxiliary Fund Facilities , 
in this report. 

F. WHAT MAJOR . CHANGES IN FACILITIES SHOULD BE PLANNED OVER THE NEXT 

DECADE? ",,:':" ■ ' ■ ;\ 

Plans should be made for the Community Colleges to get permanent - ; 
^facilities, and existing campuses should be built to acceptable stan- 
dards; of space, or at least considerable strides should be made in this 
direction. 
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Preface and Acknowledgements 

The history of higher education is written in three major chapters- 
It is recorded in the galaxy of great teachers whose precepts, from the 
beginning of time, have influenced man's development and increased his 
knowledge of the world and of himself. It is written in the list of students 
who have gone into the world prepared to guide the course of men and of 
events. And it is written 'in its "buildings. 

This aspect of advanced instruction, tho"ugh it is the most prominent 
and the most easily grasped, is philosophically the least important. The 
locale of one of the first universities was a mere grove of trees dedicated 
to the God Academus. No mention is made of structures of any kind; in 
fact^ throughout all the works of Plato the term "architecture" is hardly 
ever mentioned. Furthermore, this center of instruction was created not 
from an acknowledged necessity "but .as a gratuitous token of appreciation 
from that now endangered and almost extinct species, the wealthy donor. 

The need for structures per, se, however, cannot be minimized. The 
famous Library at Alexandria had to be adequately sheltered, and it is 
highly regrettable that fire ciodes did not exist kt the time of its con- 
struction. In 1591 a 2000-seat hall was built in Padua to accommodate 
the throngs who came to attend lectures by Galileo. The Universities of 
Bologna, Cordoba, and Paris , though they may not even remotely have 
resembled the grandiose educational surroundings portrayed in Raphael's 
.."School of Athen" were "nevertheless housed in buildings , some of which are' 
still. in existence. 

The preoccupation with structures of special character and their 
association with higher education in our own country is q_^dte evident. It 
may be traced, in large part , to the universities of Oxford and Cambridge 



in England. Their influence is clearly evident in the so-called ^'Collegiate" 
Gothic'^ style which appears frequently throughout our centers of learning. 
Within the last century a total of over 2500 institutions have "been con- 
structed, each in a particular "style", from well-endowed state and private 
.universities to the most modest denominational colleges and technical 
schools. Forty-six such establishments exist in Connecticut alone, not to 
mention fifty-nine proprietary colleges and thirty-eight nursing schools. 
Each is characterized "by its special programs and goals; all are distin- 
guished by the extent and character of their facilities. 

The constant demand for educational space in one form or another, 
accompanied by the yearning for some form, of outward symbollismi, has resulted 
in an unprecedented proliferation of buildings and facilities of every sort 
in every category. Many of these are presently under construction; many more 
are on the drawing boards. Me'anwhile, millions of square feet (of which 
Connecticut is host to, approximately 13-566) already exist, all inviting 
efficient usage but demanding constant maintenance, amortization, and defense 
against the spectrum of obsolescence. 

In a period of unparalleled costs out of all proportion to the average 
institution's income 5 today's center for higher education is faced with 
the harsh realities of modern-day economies. One is reminded of Marc Hopkins 
who stated that the optimum environment of education was the space occupied 
by a teacher and a student astride a fallen log. Tomorrow, in due considera- 
-tion of student overpopulation balanced against devaluation, inflation, de- 
forestation, the skyrocketing cost of lumber alone, plus the fact that today' 
, donor is the unromantic taxpayer, it may be necessary to dispense with the 
log itself. 

Thus, from the groves of Plato's Academy, we have come full circle. 



A review of the facilities rieccessary and desirable to accommodate the 
process of higher education at the standards we choose to establish 
could not be more appropriate or timely. This report will attempt to 
provide its basis. 

At this point the Facilities Resource Group wishes tc Acknowledge the 
assistance of the many people who gave us information ant .:the benefit of 
their insights. Special thanks should go to Dr. Kenneth P. Summerer of 
the Staff of the Regional Community College Board and Mr. Lucian L. Lombardi, 
Director of the Technical Colleges, for their fine presentations given 
at meetings of our group. 
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Introduction 

The task of the Resource Group on Facilities is clearly expressed 
in the words of State Senator Ruth 0. Truex, ^fhm stated recently., "We 
ha.ve accepted the responsihility to provide quality higher education 
for all young people viic aspire to it. Now we face the challenge of 
meeting that responsilsxlity within a framework :of limited resources '*. 

The phrase "a framework of limited resources" explicitly (though 
perhaps unintentionally) outlines the prohlem o£ facilities for higher 
education as it do.es, indeed, in the entire country. "Facilities" are 
the concrete framework which is needed to house the abstraction of pro- . 
mise, program, goal, and universal intellectural development. The 
chronic shortage of funds is the factor'that makes this requirement a 
nagging problem rather than an idyllic creative experience. 

While the aim of higher education is difficult to assess and impossihl 
to predict, its visual ima^e, at any given point in time, is frozen in 
the reality of square feet of "brick, steel and glass, and innmer able 
square yards of asphalt paving, all subject to the tyranny of the dollar- 
sign- 

It is not sufficient, by, any means , to provide merely the bare bones 
of classrooms, labs, corridors restroom's , and utilities. Without the 
indispensable list of concomitants which include the library, the stu- 
dent center, the auditori™, and the athletic field, today* s educational 
center for higher education does not meet Senator Truex' s strict speci- 
fication of "quality". 

Moreover, regardless of the. quality of the program offered, its 
unbounded potential 5 or even its specific attainments , it is its physical 
envelope that is education's most prominent symbol. It is the structures. 



and the physical atmosphere that iidSer.C2?2rnects..::them that represent most 
strongly the public's faith in thsr ^'-alt^gity of: .education and the soundness' 
of its own. -investment . 

For this reason the facilities higher education throughout 
Connecticut should be reviewed in all tliS:r dfisisnsions . Existing facili- 
ties must be reevaluated in terms of* today's as well as today's 
needs; new facilities must be planum ;ax[r the tes^s of the total experience 
of a long past- and in anticipation^. ttsnthB exteart that it is humanly possible, 
of the real needs and the valid desires of the::::f uture . 

• On the surface, the problem dsses riot appear to be insoluble. It is 
made up, essentially, of a set of known factors consisting mainly of a student 
population, a faculty, a set of tools, and their mutual Juxtaposition to 
achieve a desired result. It is the job of the facilities to shelter and 
facilitate the attainment of this goal. In the light of modern problem-. 
solving technology, it does not seem impossible , at first glance, to devise 
a formula whereby, in a given instance, all related factors could be analyzed 
and coordinated and the result obtained through the efficacy and the exact- 
ness, of the computer. 

However, the problem is compoianded by two factors : 

First of all, standards must be established which reflect our relative 
-posture in a nationwide perspective. Then, in acknowledgement of our 
democratic heritage, these standards must be applied in a manner which will 
ensure an equitable balance throughout the entire :state; The student must 
enjoy a fair chance to achieve optimum development within the range of his 
abilities and his ambitions in any of the fields made available to him. 

Secondly , , within a budget -^ini^ Hs^rp universally "laMited," 

the resul3i±ng capital investment^, -T^iiSt must: obvioiosly be conducive to rs&idy . 



and development, must also meet state, national, and local criteria for 
en\d.ronnental quality. Most important of all, it must st-and up against the 
critical Judgement of the supporting citizen. 

Expressed in other terms, the facilities for higher education through- 
out Connecticut must "be planned for maximiimef f iciency they must be economical 
vithin reason, and they must provide an atmosphere in- vhic.h the faculty and 
the students can do their best work and of vhich the taxpayer can be justly 
proud. Today's challenge is an echo, over some 1700 years, of Vitruvius's 
"Commodity, Firmness, and Delight" translated into , function , construction, 
and beauty, at today's equivalent of so many denarii per square cubit. 

The Resource Group on Facilities has chosen to deal with this aspect 
of the Master Plan under the following subheadings:. 

1. An overview of statewide facilities , current projects, and the 
status of individual master-planning; 

2. A proposal to centralize the study of facilities needs for higher 
education by creating a continuing body empowered to review, 
evaluate , and make specific recommendations for the creation of 
new facilities ; 

3. . A. discussion on the danger of-measuring space utilization by 
. . broad and irrelevant generalizations and the importance of 

applying new standards in the light of individual situations; 

A reordering of the steps involved in the creation of facilities 
for higher education, from planning through Trading, design, and 
.delivery; 

5*. A comment on the environmental and esthetic im.pact of structures, 
the treatment of the spaces between structures , and their educa- 
tional and psychological effect on faculty, student, and 'the . *. 
passing taxpayer. 

We have interviewed representatives from each of the various types of 
state institutions, as well as executives from private and proprietary schools* 

We have refrained , for obvious reasons , from making specific assessments 
or detailed pronouncements. However, it is- hoped that our report will offer 
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a clear record of our findings » and that our recommendations will provide 
realistic guidance in the formation of the final Master-Plan for the State 
of Connecticut. 



Chapter 1 
The Construction Backlop;- 

In .the rising tide of higher education enrollments over the last ten 
years iiie public colleges of Connecticut have greatly expanded. Ten nev 
public institutions were authorized "by the General Assembly, four of these 
within the last three years alone. These developments have swelled the 
need for facilities to a degree beyond the ability of the State's mechanisms 
to provide them. In the face of this need the State and Nation experienced 
a sharp growth in inflation and rising construction costs. Concern for the 
growing State debt led to a moratorium on State construction. To date 
over $100 million in funds authorized for higher education facilities by 
the General Assembly remain unallocated. 

Meanwhile, there is a range of unmet needs at existing campuses and 
many of the Community Colleges are without their own campuses, existing in 
leased, facilities and temporary buildings. While some State standards call 
for an average of 68 (Florida St andar<3) assignable square feet for every fulL 
time equivalent student at Community Colleges, Connecticut's Community 
Colleges struggle along on an average of 39 assignable square feet. 

Looking to the "future it, is suggested by recent capital projections 
from each constituent unit that additional expenditures as high as $^450 
million may be needed for facilites over the next :five years. Some of 
these., facility projections are in anticipation of enrollment growth that 
may never materialize. However , others are for space, sitework, and other 
facility needs that are^ already existing. 

. It was not feasible in the time available to the Facilities Reso\irce. 
Group to review in detail the existing and projected facility needs in the. 
State. Indeed,, in many cases Master Plans and other data were simply not 



Chapter 1 The Construction Backlog 

available .Of the plans that were available, some appeared to us, out of 
date, ot,hiiars*were inadeq^uate in their detail. And yet it is clear to us 
that the SSate is looking for sound guidance on just how to treat their 
"backlog of commitments . 

In stia%img the range of facility issues, the Facilities Resource Group 
has conclimdecL tfcat the State's first duty is to provide for those institu- 
tions that ;»e already in existence. It seems mwise for the State to 
undertake cDommi1;ments to new institutions or new programs requiring sub- 
stantial l^acilities without full awareness of the cost of facilities 
such action will entail, and a readiness to make funds available for them. 

With respect to those projects already designed and funded the Facilities 
Resource Group recommends that the Governor give clear and immediate guidance 
as to 'the availability of capital funds for each of the constituent units 
of- higher education, based upon the evaluation of the facility priority 
recommendations made and submitted by these Units this past year, 

Fixrther, in recognition of the volume of needs, it is recommended that 
the- Commission for Higher Education in collaboration with the Boards of 
Trustees of the constituent units establish a pattern.. for capital construc- 
tion that: (a) lengthens out the program of developm:ent of the Community 
College rsystem; (b) insists on a slower plan of facilities development 
for the "University, State, and Technical Colleges ; and (c) defers commitment 
to new programs tl:?^.t require new facilities. 
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Chapter II 
The Central FacilltleB Process 



The Facilities Resource Group, soon after deliberations began, 
recognized that a critical part of its vork an assessment within higher 
education of the present facility process, A subcomoiittee was appointed 
to study these matters in detail. Three q^uestions emerged: 

1) What is the existing facilities process? 

2) In vhat vay is the existing facilities process deficient? 

3) What improvements can be made in the existing process? 

Existing Facilities Process 

The process for developing buildings and facilities for higher educa- 
tion is long and complicated. It begins at the institutional level vhere 
facility needs are expressed in specific terms as a recLuest for a series of 
projects. These are then submitted to the institution's Board of Trustees 
for evaluation and approval. ^ 

Subseq^uent to this approval, the request is forwarded to two sepa- 
rate agencies of government l) the Budget Office (representing the Executive 
Branch), and 2) the Commission for Higher Education (CHE).. The latter 
agency reviews and recommends with a concern for^ establishing overall higher 
education priorities. The former agency, in consultation with the Public 
Works Department provides information upon which the Governor can base his 
own capital budget req^uest for the State eis a whole. 

The 'General Assembly then responds with funding authorizations based 
on its own, often independent- evaluation of the original recommendaticns 
of the Boards, and that of the CHE, and the Governor. 
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Chapter 2 - Existing Facilities Process (cont J 

Once the Capital Budget is passed and signed by the Governor, the 
respective Sta*e Agency is in a position to file a formal req.uest with the 
Department of Public Works for the commissioning of architects and engineers 
to be assigned a particular project. This in turn is followed with yet a- 
nother review through the State Bond Commission, which is reflective of the - 
views of the Governor fitnd Commissioner of Finance and Control. If that 
Commission then determines once more that the project is warranted, funds 
are allocated to the Public Works Department which designates an architect 
and supervises the preparation of plans. Later, when the project is designed, 
a further appeal must be made to the Bond Commission to allot authorized 
funds for construction. Diagram I is an outline of this process. 

In 1968 the Public Works Department in consultation with the State Budget 
office recommended a two-stage funding procedure. Accordingly, the first 
request for fund authorization was to cover architectural planning.. Later 
when plans neared completion^ a second request for fund authorization was 
made for construction. This concept^ besides making possible more precise 
information on the construction cost of a project, gave all reviewing agencies 
and the General Assembly two opportunities for evaluating any project. 

In terms of time, the process from the point where a constituent unit 
Board approves a project to the point where funds are alloted for archi- 
tectural design require s'^ a minimum of one year and often extends from I8 
months to two years . An additional three years is usually required until a 
facility is actually completed and in use. 
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Chapter 2 - Criticism of Existing Process 

To the degree that the process described enforces long-range planning 
and thoughtful representation of need, it is desirable. But there are a 
number of shortcomings built into the process that operate at various 
stages and in general. 

To begin with it must be recognized that in contrast to the private 
sector (wherein the formulation of plans and later effectuation are en- 
compassed vithin one organization,) public . agencies must vork vith an array 
of reviewing agencies which have separate objectives and special procedures. 
The net effect is one of delay and even paralysis in meeting institutional 
needs. In the interim, the forces of inflation erode authorized funds and 
projects can no longer be built without drastic cuts in building space or 
compromise in function. The result is a substantial penalty both to the 
taxpayer and user agency. 

Granting the need for these reviews, the Facilities Resource Group was 
impressed by the following shortcomings which we believe contribute to the 
difficulties within the process: 

— there dees not exist commonly accepted' space and facility standards, 
to which higher education agencies and State administration officials 
mutually subscribe. 

— there does. not exist at the institutional level an ongoing 
authorized coordinated planning process that can continually 
come to grips with changing needs and purposes and their effects : 
on facilities needs. 

— there does not exist at the systenrwide level of higher education 
an authoritative advisory body ^with staff , expertise , and 
responsibility to devise and establish standardized procedures of ; 
facilities programming', to gather sufficient data on the quantity ■ 
and quality of facilities^ and to advise on priorities ba^ed upon ! 
constituent ^mit plans. Such authoritative groups as exist pre- 
sently reside .within the Commission for Higher Education and the 
Department of Public Works . Neither are adequate for the task as 
envisioned. 
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Chapter 2 - Criticism of Existing Process Cccnt J 

there is an uncommonly long period required to produce facilities 

even after funds are allotted for design and construction. 

The difficulties of the existing process are perhaps reflected in the 

original est ablishm.ent and later abandonment of the State Building Program 

Commission, which served for over two decades as an advisory agency to 

Governor and Legislature in matters relating to the need for facilities. 

This Commission was established in an effort to bring to bear sound Judge- 

m.ents on the need for State facilities. "While the Commission did attempt. 

to develop responsible, independent recommendations "based on its own review, 

it was inadequately staffed and funded to handle its important charge. 

Consequently, its advice tended to be simply corroboration of the political 

mechanism and was regularly disregarded on the basis of inadequacy • 

Virile this Commission was recently abolished, the problems it sought to 

resolve remain. It is thus clear that an adequate facilities process is 

needed. 

A Central Facilities Process 

In seeking to develop a more adequate facilities process, the Facili- 
ties Resource Group was in^ressed by the following valid concerns: 

. — The failure of the. existing process . that has on the one hand found 
it difficult to weigh competing claims /for facilities and on the 1^ 
other hand has produced, a system that is highly bureaucratic in 
its effect. : 

~ The need to permit, institutions themselves to determine their / 
facilities needs and defend them responsibly before not only 
the Commission for Higher: Education, but also the State at large . 

The need to recover a more orderly process , one that acknowledges 

a place for adequate long-term planning" and provides, essential . 
staff and.fuhding for this planning process. 

': ~. The need to accelerate the delivery process so that facilities 
are put into place within reasonable time frame. ; , 
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. Chapter 2— A Central Facilities Process (cont > ) 

— The need t an understanding of the fiscal 

constraints under must operate. 

The Facilities Resoiorce Group has concluded that to take due account 
of these matters , both the St ate . and the respective institutions of higher 
education are best served^ - not by adding nev administrative agencies to 
:■■ those that already exist ^ but by taking corrective action within three 
existing levels of the process: l) the State system of higher education , : 
2) institutions and corrrponent Boards of Trustees , and 3) the delivery 

; process as it involves the Department of Public Works • Each .will be dis- " 
cussed in tiorn, but before doing so it must .be noted that the're are some 
additional correctives that must be applied of a technical nature such as 
space standards and comprehensive planning procedures . These latter aspects 
; V will receive attention in later chapters of this report^. 

Level 1 — To cope with facilities problems as they relate to the 
system— wide level it is recommended that a professional staff be organized 
within the offices of the Commission for Higher Education to serve the 
Chancellor in a staff relationship to his office. We have chosen to^ call 
this division a Central Facilitios Group . 

In order to function effectively such a group should have direct access 
to the Chancellor and his staff and should be intimately familiar with the 
goals and constraJLnts that are a part of higher education in Connecticut. 
■ Such a: group will req_uire a 'staff that is both" experienced and able. In 
order for it to perform usefully it must be properly funded. : The group 
also should have its own Advisory Board^representative of the various units 
of higher education ajid other State interests to be appointed by the CHE. 
(Later in this chapter a recoiranendation is made that the ~exi sting Coimnission 
on Aid to Higher Education be transformed to serve in this capacity.) ^ 
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The responsibilities of this Central Facilities Group should be 
defined as follows : 

, — Aecumulate and 'maintain satisfactory facilities data on all 
agencies of higher education in: Connecticut. Not only would 
this include inventories, of existing facilities , but also data 
on space utilization, a compendium of facility master plans and 
future facility ---requirements . 

~ In cooperation with the Public Works Department , establish 
.appropriate building and space standards for Connecticut. 
(Until the; time such standards can be si:iitably defined, we 
suggest immediate " consideration, of the usefulness of some other 
State ^ s standards . See Chapter III . ) • 

~ Devise a standardized system of programming procedures to be 

utilized by all higher education agencies in order to strengthen 
performance on the part of such agencies and to provide a measure 
of comparability in evaluating capital budget requests. 

— Develop satisfactory familiarity with the facility needs of each 
agency and out of this , familiarity be in a position to recommend 
priorities to its own Advisory Board .and then 5 to the Commission 
for Higher Education itself. 

■ — Seek out and illuminate State fiscal plans in the capital program 
area to give all units an ; understanding of : the fiscal constraints 
under which the. State as a whole must operate* 

There continues to be an important reservation about this arrangement. 
As -a group, we are concerned over the natioral tendency to equate organization- 
al centralization with effectiveness^-thus seeking a centralized structiare 
of governance at the expense of essential diversity. 

c. ' , 

So, while the Facilities Resource Grbiip recommends the structiare here, 
•described, a staff arm of the Commission , available to the Chancellor and 
Advisory to the Commission itself, it forewarns of the dangers of centra- 
lization and urges sensitivity to the need to repose greater competence 
and strength within the several Boards of Trustees and Executive Staff "of 
the four constituent units of Higher Education. It is for this reason - 
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Chapter 2 - A Central Facilities Process (cont.) 

that we now describe the second level of the facilities process that operates 
in a decentrali:ied r.anner at the institutional and Board of Trustees level. 

Level II - In order for the Central Facilities Gro.uj ^ to function pro- : 
perly within the facilities process , appropriate plans and information are 
required to he prepared at the institutional level where the range of con- 
siderations such as enrolljnents 5 academic programs, shared facilities , 
contract prograins , regional resources , and systemwide plans can be speci- 
fically brought to bear. 

We therefore recommend the following: 

That' funds be appropriated to the Boards of Trustees of each 

constituent, unit to permit the understanding of satisfactory 
planning. It should be the responsibility of each Board to 
identify the fim ding needs for such purposes as part of its General 
., Fxind Budget Request. 

Tha.t each constituent uinit employ appropriately trained professional 

personnel who in turn can be responsible for working with the indi- 

■ vidual institutions , and where necessary, with consulting firms, to 
treat questions related to specific facility needs , utilization of 
existing facilities , and other . overall facilities requirements of 
the individual campuses. 

It should be stressed that to .implement^ an effective planning effort * 
along the lines described will require adequate funds . It is suggested that 
the pro-DOS ed Central Facilities Group could assist in identifying the 
appropriate scale of this funding, but we state again that these funds if - 
appropriated should be assigned to the Boards of Trustees of the individual 
■constituent units for administrative responsibility . Only in this way can 
the individual colleges adequately respond to the distinctive needs of their 
students and community as well * as preserve their own unique identity. It 
is believed that an adequate facilities process must make this possible , 
within higher education. 
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Chapter 2 - A Central Facilities Process (cont . )_ 



Level III^ Since the role of the Department of Public Works is 



crucial within the facilities process , we have felt a concern to try to 
define a more effective future role for it in the delivery of higher 
educational facilities • 

It appears to our group that this Department has been handicapped 
on the one hand by its lack of f\all authority and, on the other , by in- 
adequate familiarity with the long-term objectives of higher education , 
at least as they relate to facilities . No doubt, the development and 
maintenance of up to date academic and physical plans for each institu- 
tion will aid the Department in establishing that familiarity and minimize 
misunderstanding of objectives. 

Nonetheless in relation to higher education we prefer to recommend 
a more defined and discreet role^ for Public Works , one substantially 
limited to the design and delivery of specific facilities rather than 
responsibility for the development of broad purpose plans. (in a later 
chapter, of this report we will have specific recommendations on the :grocess 
of the design and delivery of facilities .) In connection with the 
facilities process we expect that the Public Works Department will coe^ 
tinue to take up its assignment in the usual way . However , we recomrnsErd: 

— ; That the Public Works Department be strengthened in terms olT 
. staff so that it may properly relate to the work of the proposed 
. Central Facilities ::Groiip .> We therefore endorse identification, of 
■ an additional Deputy Commissioner and perhaps some jsuppoxting 
staff that could become .expert in this area of the State' s 
facilities needs • The top leadership in the; Department of Public 
Works should thus have every opportunity to participate in andrbe 
familiar with the processes developed; by the Central Faciliities 
Group > (This suggestion is in distinction to the . model de-sieloped 
in New York State whereby higher education was hcndled by :a 
separate Building Authority • We feel Connecticut: can and should 
.avoid new agencies of government in this area.) 
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" Chapter 2 - Commission orx Education . ( cont . ) 

; That the Public WGE2£s5^t^:artm:ent de vj^ op effect i-^y^e liaiscn: with 

the Cerxtral FaciliitSsH: us:e. of coumDii . 

design criteria ai^ sttsTrfi-ards among: :5ifferent carrpuses , :and in 
making use of the. ipr£^^c:ei:.sector in feveloping facilities; as in 
some of the. succes^-frfL 'lease/purchase: techniques used recenntly ■ 
in higher education. 

Commission on Aid to Higher Education 

In recommending a Central Facilities Group with its own Advisory Board 
. to be appointed by the Commission for Higher Education, we have been aware 
of the model of the Commission on Aid to Higher Education and believe its 
format worthy of study .and emulation. • 

The Commission was established in I963 to isupervise and monitor a range 
of newly-legislated Federal programs related to higher education. These - 
programs were concerned not only with facilities, but also with certain 
kinds of equipment as well as the Community Service Program (in which 
Federal-matching grants were awarded to respond to a wide range of community- 
oriented problems . ) 

The Commission's staff consists of a direiduDir and supporting clerical ,/ 
assistance 5 and budgeted with ^^=pral and St'afe; :funds . In xadditionr±o 

• serving as a condluit for FederaOEi^iDnds to public and private institutions of 
higher education. The agency CxsS&racted with;itife Commission :f or Higher 
Education; for oth^- data. gath^rH^ ^^arrangemenife,,: 

The CoraiTlsslcsnri-tias perfoi7nEfd.;?-# aasieful ser^rcse ; over the -years . . lir. has 

• responsibly monitored millions i';&:'Sol^^ fxmds and is comrersant 
with the building programs on mc^^ campuses throughout the State. VJith its 
present familiarity with educational facilities, the staff of the Commis:sion\ 
represents a qualified resource for Implement ating the capital building pro-, 
cess as : it relate^s to higher education. 



Chapter 2 - Commission on Aid to Higher Education (cont, ) 

Now^ that there is legislation to transfer the responsibilities of the 

Commission on Aid to Higher Education to the CKE we recommend that this 

legislation be supported so that: 

— Its staff be transferred to the Commission for Higher Education 
(from its present organizational location vrithin the Office of 
Finance and Control.) 

— • That the staff be assigned in consultation with the Chancellor 
for Higher Education to the appropriate offices within the 
Commission, noting that the Central Facilities Group might include 
one or m.ore members of this staff 

— . That the Commission on Aid itself be restructured at the discretion 
of the Commission for Higher. Education ; to serve an an Ad vis oiy 
Board to the Commission in matters relating to facilities. Such 
an Advisory Board should 'be : helpful in . reviewing recommendations 
relating to facilities as they move forward from the staff to the 
Chancellor,, and then to the Commission, itself. / 

Costs and Sa\nLngs of Facilities Process Recommendations 

While recommendations such as the establishment ot a CentralJFacilities 
Group, the addition, of planning personnel to constituent units, and an 
additional Deputy Commissioner and others at the Department of ■ Public ferks 
appear to require a considerable investment in additional personnel. , tfey 
will effect substantial savings in the. long' run. At the very least ,- by 
expediting the delivery process the reduced inflation factor alone represents 
a considerable savings. Thus , for exajnple , if higher education is ,auth:orized 
$30,000,000 in construction funds in a given year, it could be: imagined 
that savings of ; 10^ or $3,000 ,000 might reasonably mature if itfe::^^^^^^^ 
five year delivery experience is reduced by a single year. This in our 
Committee's view, is not : an extravagant objective and might indeed be the 
overriding gain to be achieved through such a process. 
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Chapter III ■ 
Facility Utilization and Standards 
If a^ facilities process is to function properly, it is essentiaX'fthat 
there be siitrstantial agreement among agencies of higher education and State 
Administrat^ion on standards governing performance and space allocation for 
various functions. The Facilities Resource Group therefore set \ip tvo 
separate suh committees to tstudy issues in these areas. The first sufecrommittee 
explored issues concerning classroom and.la'boratory utilization, A :s:cond 
subcommittee reviewed issues CGoncerning: space standards. The findings and 
recommendatiiDns of each committee are presented belov. 

: Utilization:.:,:of Classroom Facilities ; 

ClassrcsDm and laboratory utilization studies are the most: comnnDh means:; 
of evaluatinig facility 'Use in higher education, It:±s not diifficimlt ifero find 
the reasons.- ;v7hy , 

The rataionale for such utilization s:t!jadies is relatively simple.,. ■Reason- 
ing proceeds fas follows.: 

■ — The function o:f Colleges and Universities is to teach. 
, Teaching is carried out in clas;sa:oom facilities. 

— ■ Therefore 5 a measure of classroont use is a measure of tfei-cd^r^PTiciency 
of facility use. 

The actuaSL -utilization techniq,ue itself Is eq^ually simple , :BasicaILILy, it is 
a measure: :o.f the degree to vhich an institution succeeds in making use of 
the total hours of classroom availability during the regular veekly schedule 
and within the actual hours of room use, a measure of the use of each chair 
or student station in the room. Thus, institutions recording high levels of 
room and seat use are said to be using their facilities veil. 
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Chapter 3 - Utilization of Classroom Facilities (cont. ) 



Low scores are evidence to the contrary and suggest the potential of 
accommodating additional enrollments . 

Given the simplicity of the technique and its -'easy application , 
State government officials and legislators across the country have "used 
it to monitor higher education facility use. The State .of Connecticut 
is .:no exception. In 1971, using a modified form of utilization techni-. 
que, the ■Gbvernor *s Commission on Services and iExpenditure — the so-called 
*Etheringtbn Comnirssion-^Eallegad lov le^j^els of classroom use at Connecticut's • 
p^blifc. insititutrons af hxgher education. This :su]g^sitred inefficiency and ^ ^ 
a^^il^able— enrollmentc^^ at existing institutxons-. 

With; the -above bacJiground, the Facilities Resource Group spent a : " . 

cansxiderable portion ofJcitime revieving ttte issue of?: classroom utilization 

and: its relationship tD, :institutional enrollment: capacity . A subcommittee 

was^ appointed to -invesfSrgate the matter in detail. The following were the 

maTn:zffn.(E:ngs: . . ' 

. ~ '^Class rooms airELliaboratories often accountr^;f or less;- than 30^ of 
: institutional,^space (evS- > CCSC 15^, UC0M::26^.:*) Measureme 
of ; classroom!riusae->alone:: therefore gives an incomplete pi ct.ure . of ■ 
institutional£:!space use. 

~ The physical:; capacity of an institution to ; accommodate enroll- . 
.ment is not ;:dependent on! classroom space alone but relates- to a 
range of classroom and support facilities.. 

; — There are ample and varranted internal reasons vhy higher educa- 
tion institxLtions score considerably less than 100^ in classroom 
and station utilization. For example , . the optimm stand 
generalL -classroom day use across the co.untry has ; been fo to^^ 
be 75^ of theoretically possible hourly :u with a 60^ rate for 
station occupancy . 'A^ 

use is common for laboratories — ^0% of theoretically possible ; ' 
hours available though with an 80^ station occiJ5)ancy. Takings ^ 
such factors into account , recent studies compiled by the Commission 
for Higher Education iindicate most of Connecticut's public 
. . colleges make comparatively good use of their facilities . 




*Compi led from data in the . Comprehensive Facilities Inventory > 
Report IV , (Fall 1971) » published -byi-the Commission for Higher Education. 
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— Program changes over time may radically aiLter the need for 
specialized laboratory spaces creating surpluses in some areas: 
and shortages in others and yet leave an ^institution with over— 
all low laboratory utilization scores. 

— The classr'oom utilization technique :is iiot designed to taice ii^^ 
accoiont special circumstances that are latedispensahle for^propeE^ 
interpretation of data. For example^, :^iiile utilization-rsteadies 
at the Grcnton Branch of the Universitsr^zd^f Connecticut inoifcateai 
lov levels of classroom utilization, . tte :£act is that this ^o^wezr— 
sized. camgEuias and its suhstantial 'buildi-is^sspace was purchasB<i 
from the Federal government complete :;a± ^i i^^ economical cos:^ 
to the StBSte. Also for example , utilizs^on techniques cdo in 
diff erentiate : quality of space.: Thus: fea^equately ventilate.d^ 
oddly shaped spaces V or "those otherwalse^unsur 

are treated in studies ; as the equal:, .of ^adequate classrooms a^o^ 
may hide actual need for new classroom :^ace.. 

laa -ifehe -li^ght of; these findings iilie Facilr^tS^ 

clud3sd:."Sie following : 

— UtilxzatliDn measures of classrooms::m:nd:LII^oratories alonei j 
T3Ere3SeLe as an index of efficient space use -or :of the potentl-.al.: f or: 

• addx.Si32ml enrolls Such studies , if they aas^' to "be used, must Bob; 

set i^ rBEi-proper context and correlated with addxtimal inf ormation::;tei 
preve^it misinterpre±ation. 

;:2. Classrooms resources alone^as indicate.di'rhy^ "utilization scores; 
arfesair-^imrelia"ble guide to the potential of enrollments at a given. 
instilicclSon. 

.ji3)-:jspite of the shortcomings and misuses of: classroom utilization ^ 
^ :studies;, these can "be valuable to institutions , their Trustees , and to a 
Central Facilities Group > It is therefore the recommendation of the 
Facilities Resource Group that (a) utilization data from "both public and 
/' , private institutions continue to "be gathered; ("b) that the Centr al 

Facilities Group within the CHE "be charged with responsi"bility ■ for in- 
suring its accuracy and relevance; (c) that this same group recommend to , 
the State appropriate standards of utilization; and (d) that the CHE 

ERJC / r„ . ■■• : 



Chapter 3 - Utilization of Classroom Facilities (cont. ) 

:iiiiprove its own comprehension of the meaning of utilization data and its 
appropriate context so that it is in a stronger position to relieve some 
of the misguided public apprehension over existing conditions. 

Etherington Report on Utilization 

The Report of the Governor's Conunission on Services and Expenditure , 
the so-called Etherington Report, has been critical of classroom utiliza- 
tion at the public colleges and the l&ilversity. Since its findings have 
received widespread attention > it was felt that this aspect of the report 
should be commented upon by the Facilities Resource Group . 

The Etherington Report in it-siiwork on classroom utilization measured 
seat occupancy of classrooms alone regardless of whether a particular room, 
was in use or not. It then related its finding to a national standard that 
was incommensurate with its methods. Given these findings, the Etherington 
Report, as it relates to the evaluation of classroom utilization at 
Connecticut's public institutions , must be discounted as an authoritative 
assessment due to what appear to- be seri:ous errors in ±ts methodo].ogy . 

Facility Standards for Higher Education. 

At the outset it became clear that within the existing system of de- 
veloping facilities some important underlying assiomptions about the re- 
lation of the State to its responsibilities in the facilities area had be- 
come obscured^ Therefore J it appearediLriiinperative that once again these 
assumptions be clearly articulated* 

To begin with , the State provides to the people of Connecticut a 
range of services to promote the general welfare of the commonwealth. To 
do so considerable numbers of people are employed from whom the State 



Chaptei- 3 - Utilisaticn of Classroom Facilities (ce nt . ) 
expects high standards of performance and dedication. In reco^^nizinr 
The J'tateVo right to the best efforts of its employees, the Facilities 
F'u^soiirce Group also recognizes the reciprccal cbli^cration of the f.tate to 
■prcvide proper f a^-i j it i es for employees tc ca^-ry out tneJ.r role. 

Fu.rth'':^rinvOre. in higher education this obligation appeal's to be tv;o~ 
Tela. It is net only an cbiifv:a.t ion to e^T.ploy--i;. but nn obli ^rat icn to the 
};ublic ' hat is served in those facilities; for it is a char^'cterist i c of 
higher education that it maintains prolonged and intimate contact with 
its clients. The conditions and quality of that contact as they pertr-in 
to facilities are therefore important considerations in a.ny examination 
... of facility requirements. Poorly housed functions and dispiriting sur-- 
roundings not only affect operations but cast a pall upon the very value 
of education and its purposes. 

This latter observation was confirmed again and again in discussions 
held with representatives of the constituent units. For exajuple , in the 
case of the Technical Colleges, the Facilities Resource Group was per- 
suaded that these institutions are adversely affected by a physical plant 
. that, appear more closely related to' older high schools rather than a part 
of post-secondary education. While, the Technical Colleges appear to have 
adequate laboratory facilities , regularly absent on such campuses arc the 
student spaces that bring young people and faculty together in a relaxed 
and pleasant atmosphere characteristic of higher education. Thus at a 
time when skilj.ed technicians are needed by society, young pocple are dis- 
-couraged-Yrom securing training at institutions that appear to be merely 
extensions of their high school experience. 

If the interests of the users . of facilities and of those whose re- 
sponsibilities are to provide them are to be saf c;gu<arded , it is iiriportant 
ErIc - 39 - 



Chapter 3 - Facility S tandards for Higher, Education ' ( cont . ) , / , . . 
that there -be agreed upon standards of facility space for various pur- 
poses,. Such standards are to be used within the acaderr.ic phase of faci- 
lity planning... Thus as academic programs and services are identified 
within the academic plan, their space implications can be readily com- 
puted. In practice, it is conceived that special cases may make occasion- 
al departures from, standards advisable and here the Central Facilities 
Group would be involved in such Judgements. 

The subcommittee on standards reviewed a number of standards from 
different states, including those : developed by the Planning and Manage- 
ment Systems Division of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher ' 
Education in their series named Higher Education Facilities Planning and 
Management Manuals. These appeared to be well considered and complete. 
Representatives from thirteen Western states participated in its develop- 
. ment. It is recomjnended that these standards be studied and if necessary 
modified for use in Connecticut. 

In lieu of such acceptance, it is recommended that the State of 
Connecticut fund a study by professional planners to develop its own 
.appropriate standards. In doing, so, the process should Include represent- 
ation from the constituent units of higher education, as well as repre- 
sentatives from appropriate State agencies. ' 

Before leaving this subject , a few words ought to be said about a 
related aspect: the range of facilities appropriate for development at : 
.any one institution. Beyond the academic purposes of institutions there 
are other supporting and ancillary purposes . arising from the nature of 
institutions dealing with large numbers of young people and with the . 
community at large. These and other needs, and their intensity, are . 
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Chapter 3 - Facility Standards for Higher Education (cont.) 
Established within the academic planning process of an institution. If 
the academic planning process is done well, such needs ought to appear 
with clarity to be .developed according to space standards adopted "by 
hip;her education. 
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Chapter IV 
Comprehensive Plannihg : 

In the preparation of this report the Facilities Resource Group heard' 
■ representatives from the various constituent units of hfigher education vho 
spoke in some detail on the methods and procedures used to develop state- . 
ments of facilities needs at the various institutions . 

It be came apparent to the. Facilities Resource Group that these methods 
and procedures are critical to an adequate facilities process . Th\is the 
difficulties that we, faced in evaluating facility needs in specific cases 
could in some measure be traced to the fact that adequate, up-to-date plans : 
for institutions generally: did not exist. Those that ve did find varied in 
terms: of depth and comprehensiveness which probably depended upon the avail-; 
ability of funds . for consultants to prepare the plans /ilso, many of the 
plans were based upon academic program assunqptions that are at least three 
years old and in. need of revision. It was also observed >bh at the fiscal out- 
look of the State had changed considerably over the past few years owing to / 
unusual inflationary forces . Plans, if they are to be relevant, must be up- 
dated .to take account of such factors . - 

If the facilities process recommended earlier in this report is to 
function property it is imperative that planning procedures of a comprehensive 
nature, be officially instituted at^^all institutions for which State funds for 
facilities, will be expended. Such comprehensive plans must include both , 
academic and physical plans, which should be developed at the level of the 
institution with appropriate input from other agencies a part of the process. 
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Chapter k - Comprehensive Planning (cont.) 

Diagram II on the. following page illustrates the process of planning and 
notes the range of participants vithin the various stages. 

/*"' It is vithin the academic planning phase that the vide range 
of considerations relating to such things as enrollments, academic pro- 
grams and services, shared facilities and contract programs, off-campus 
instruction, technological changes in teaching m.ethods , trimester or 
quarterly terms, and a host of others that can usefully be brought into 
focus and related to facility needs. 

It is vithin the physical planning phase that the academic 
plan statements of facility needs can be adapted to the specific locale 
of a campus, and the utility,: traffic circulation, parking, aesthetic, 
and environmental dimensions of the physical cajrpus can be anticipated, 
shaped, and provided for. 

The. above process of academic and physical planning must be 
■repeated in a regular cycle that takes realistic account of the pace of 
■ change; vithin a given period and provides opportunity for feedback' from 
earlier .cycles • It i 3 expected that academic plans vill be updated every 
year or tvo with physical plans updated at longer intervals depending 
uponithe implications of academic plan changes, , 

Before leaving this subject it should be stressed once again that 
the preparation of academic and; physical facility plans are tasks requiring 
the participation ' of skilled and experienced professionals , Funds are ■ 
required to make such participation possible/ and'should be allocated to 
the constituent units for this purpose. 



- 44 - 



PC 
< 

o 

M 
< 



to 

CO 

w 
u 
o 
Pi 
>l 

o 

M 

< 

w 
> 

M 
CO 

w 
w 

& 

o 



e 

CO 

to 



ERIC 




2: 
-J 

-J 

< 

O 

> 



O 



< 
O 



o 
< 

< 



^ c ? - 

U"0 CD 



^ Cl to 

^.y fo 



CD 

,r o y 



3 4-* 



< 



CO 



-X- 



■X 



X 



o CJ ^ 



C CL 



C CO 
CO o 

l^y • 
P S 

c:j 



CJ D 7^ 



J) 0 



> 
0-3 



CO 
C.T 



O 
U 



o 

O 



--1 



< 



1-2 

LU 



Si 



•H 

CO 
O 

OJ 

03 
P. 

•H 
O 

•H 

OJ 

U 

03 

I 



O 

o 

03 

C 
CJ 

B 
S 
o 
o 

0) 

Pi 



T3 

>-< 
-H 

CD 

u 



> 
o 
u 

I 

® 



Chapter V 



Private and Regional Resources 



The Facilities Resource Group, in investigating alternative vays of 
providing for facility needs within .public higher education, which remains 
the primary responsibility of the State, is persuaded that there are sub- 
stantial resources within the private sector of higher education including 
proprietary schools and within the geographic regions of the State. These 
resources are discussed below. 
The Private and Proprietary Sector 

The Facilities Resource Group looks upon all post-secondary education 
as part of one system, whose role is to sex-^ve the needs of the people of 
Connecticut. The group was greatly impressed with the availability of ' 
educational resources in the private sector particularly within an often- 
neglected sector, that of the proprietary schools. Thus if facilities in 
the private sector can be shared with public colleges or indeed if entire 
programs can be contracted using- already available private resources, there 
could well be a reduction in the burden of facility needs in public higher 
education. 

Having recognized in general the potential advantages of partnership 
with the private sector, the Facility Resource Group also recognizes that 
the effective use uf such resources req^uire in depth solutions to the academic, 
administrative, economic, and logistic problems that such a partnership may 
impose. It is believed that these separate problems may be properly resolved 
within the previously recommended academic phase of institutioual planning 
and could result in statements of facility need considerably reduced in ' . 
scope- and costs while yet providing adeq^uately for an enriched array of educa- 
tional needs . 




- 47 



Chapter 5 - Private and Regional Resources 

It is therefore the recommendation of the Facilities Resource Group 
that vherever feasible and desirable in the development of higher education 
in the State, and in the planning of individual institutions, due account ' 
shall be taken of the resources of the private and proprietary sectors of 
higher education to make use of the possibilities of Joint use and sharing 
of facilities through contract programs. 

r^egional Resources 

Using similar assumptions as cited above under the Private and Pro- 
prietary Sector, the Facilities Resource Group is persuaded that in addi- 
tion to resources within the private sector of post-secondary education 
there are resources in institutions that are not strictly^ a part of higher 
education. Such institutions may be m.useums , television stations, plane- . 

, tariums,, zoos, and the like. Where such resoiirces. are available in a 
particular geographic locale there is the potential for educational enrich-. 

ment to the benefit of the region and State. 

The Commission for Higher Education in conjunction with public and 
private institutions has identified six regions vhich have already been in 
operation for a considerable period of time and it appears desirable that 
such regional imits serve as the focus for investigations of regional 
resources and the collection of data. i 

- Given these findings, it is the recommendation of the Facilities 
Resource Group that data on facilities ; and educational resources should be 
compiled by regions to be used in the planning process so that; they, may 
lead to the optimm utilization of resources , and in the optimum develop- 
ment of higher education vithirr a region. 
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Chapter VI 
Auxiliary Fund Facilities 
In the original queries, from the Corxiission for Higher Education the ■ 
Facilities Resource Group vas asked to explore issues 0 ^.ncerning auxiliary- 
fund facilities. The majcr distinction between these and other facilities 
is that vhile most facilities are financed through the general fund of the 
■State, auxiliary facilities are financed through college fees paid each 
semester. by students. In the past, the type of building financed in this 
way has been the non-academic facility such as student housing, student 
unions, and parking garages. The following sections discuss aspects of 
•auxiliary'' ' f acilities. • 

Funding 

One of the profound problems facing the constituent, ...units relates to 
the funding of auxiliary facilities. ^.^Thile such issues of finance vere 
considered beyoncl the cha>;ge of the Facilities Group (we have requested 
that the Finance Group explore this matter) ve feel it imperative to, pre- 
sent our comments from the facilities , perspective. 

¥e note that congtruction costs have simply outdistanced the ability 
of students on many campuses in Conri^cticut to finance these m.uch-needed 
fa.cilities within the present fiscal approach. These approaches, are 
burdened by a limited twenty-year bonding period that does not adequately 
spread costs over the decades of students who'will use the facilities.. 
A simple corrective is 5 of course, to increase' the length of the bonding 
period. This will spread the payment of costs over time and at .the same 
time will enable a given fee income to support, a larger total of ' bonding 
funds. If present funds to pay for auxiliary facilities are already at 
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their limit, short of raising college fees, increasing the "bonding period 
is one way to make available additional capital funds. It is suggested 
that this approach "be explored. 

Another approach to auxiliary fund facilities is to reduce the types 
of facilities -within its category. Presently, Student Union-s are con- " 
sidered non-academic facilities. However, it appears to us that Student 
Unions are necessary and desirable facilities on any campus and might be 
every bit as important as so-called academic facilities, in the lives of 
students. We note that in the 19T1-T3 recommended capital budget of the 
CHE it was proposed that a Student Union facility at Western Connecticut 
State College be supported by the General Fund. If that recommendation 
vere favorably acted upon and if all future Student Unions were so fianded, 
the total burden within auxiliary facilities would be substantially re- 
duced. V/e ,, therefore, respectfully support the recomm.endation of the 
Comjnission for Higher Education and further suggest that consideration be: 
given t'o extending General Fund support to Student Unions. . " 

In lieu of, or in addition to such changes in the existing funding 
approach, the Facilities Resoiarce Group vishes to note the possibility " 
of augmenting existing funds for non-academic facilities through the 
tuition fees that are already levied on Connecticut public higher education 
students. Thus assuming that 60, 000 students in the public system pay an 
average tuition of $500 per year , year 3-y yieSs of $18,000,000 can be 
expected which will support over $300 million, in twenty-year bonds and 
far more in thirty-year bonds. 

If all : or part of this money were set aside in a Facilities Trust , , 
Fund , it could pay for well conceived plans and systems of priorities to 
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•eliirdnate waste and to ruaXe optimum use of" funds with respect to construction 
market conditions and project readiness that saving costs due to inflation 
eri rising construction costs. (Some systems of higher education notably 
the New York State University system and the City University system use 
student tuition for the purpose of issuing bonds for construction of all 
higher education facilities.) 

In discussing this proposal grave reservations arose as to whether 
such a system eliminates legislative control or would generate a force 
of its- own that would in itself lead to waste. On the positive side, some 
Re-source Group m.embers cited that the very process of comprehensive planning 
where all projects require proper justifications vould itself pose a 
restraint. Also the Governor through the ' State Bonding Corrrdssion coa;ld 
impose still m.ore restraint and it is conceivable tha± even other restraints 
could be built into the process. 

.:. i^^onsidering the foregoing, the Facilities Resource Group recommends 
that the newly-imposed tuition payments be^^'segregated to provide a Self- • 
Liquidating Facilities Fund with which to finance such non-academic facili- 
ties across the State and. the term, under which bonds, are sold for these 
projects be lengthened from the present 20 years to 30 years. 

Student Housing; 

, The specific issue of student housing has been raised in the original 
queries presented, to the Facilities Resource Group. The following is a 
sujimiary of the group' s . considerations . ■ - 

. . Presently UGonn and, the State Colleges are : the only public units of 
higher.;education that build student, housing.^ The need for such housing ; - 
.is .in our judgement a programmatic matter that is probably best evaluated 
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in the ccnte>± of the academic planning phase of the recorjr.ended institu- 
tional comprehensive planning process. However, there are sor.e aspects 

i 

of student housing that 'we Relieve are worthy of .comment from our per- 
spective . 

First, it does seem apparent that, whatever the educational merits of 
student housing, if some campuses are to grow and to serve statewide needs, 
the availability of student housing could he a critical facility to make 
such gro^-th possilDle. Hence, housing is not a peripheral issue to institu- 
tional development, a frill, but rather an ir.portarr consideration in ful- 
filling an institution's mission and goals. 

Second, with respect to housing styles, it is apparent that many 
students'are rejecting the older concept of dormitory li^-ing on campus. 
Many prefer living together in small groups ^within apartment-type dwell- 
ings. : We support such developments . The hew living patterns properly 
recognize; the student's need for security, privacy, and indi^d: duality in 
his living space. We suggest that in the case of new housing, if built, 
thought be given to 'designing all units' in the form of apartments with 
kitchenette facilities . This we believe is a way to insure against early ' 
obsolescence in facilities which can house others when they are no longer 
needed for students . ^so , where feasible and |yarranted,^^ dormitory 
facilities might be considiered for renovation as apartments. ■ 

Parking Garag es 

The issue of parking garages appeared to the Facilities Group as one 
.worthy of rliscussion, in .the context of non-academdc facilities:. Here in 
Connecticut on grade parking facilities as part of campus development are ■ 
acknowledged as legitimate /and proper but: only to a degree. Thus , while' 
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all institutions provide some parking acconir.odat ions not all rrcvide for 
these needs adequately owing to the unavailatility of : and or fluids or both. 
It is true that there are ecological ar^^io'-entn V^^'or \r,e suTOort 

■ of mass transit. In scrie areas of the' F^tate anr: in -er^'--::; ci rcur:stances 
such support is coininendable . However, in renera.] , it ^rrear^ that cwin^ 
to the locations of canpuses and to the absence cf '■.\^-\:'^'^ racs transit 
facilities, parking facilities are indeed, nec^er^^arv :-.- v.vv ^ .„ r^^^vic^ 

^ students., faeulty., anS Maff . It i- also innrortant tr. :.::te that the 
neighboring coimunity is also affected by inadequate p^.rknnhT facilities 
cn campus. For it is the contiguous neighbors that tec often r.ust suffer 
the congestion and blight brought cn by the failure to provide adecuately 
for parking . f 

It therefore appears worth mentioning that cairpus plans should make 
proper and adequate provision for the , accoirjuodat ion of parking need. 
Appropriate standards should be established by the prcpc:;^ed Centi^^Sil Pacili- 
ties GrouT) . , If institutional land is not available fcr, such purposes, 
where, need warrants , serious consideration should be given to the con- 
struction of parking garages which could at tines provide optimum solu- 
tions, for the economic, political , -and logistic problems that the pro- 
blem of parking .tends to generate. The diffi:c;ilt:^ here is that, iinless 
Fuch -giairages rare mipported through: the -regular general fund capital, 
program, the sr.aller campuses cannot afford such needed facilities , financed ^ 
through a pay-^as-you-go basis : : It is therfore suggested that the earlier 

proposed Self-Liquidating Facilities Fund be used to provide financing 

for such facilities . 
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Selection of Architects 

The design of a building is a complex matter requirin,^r the coordina- 
tion of many skilled professionals. As 6ucn, the process building de- 
sign and construct ipn necessarfdly rrf^^l^.::-^ tte*^ Trarticipation of individuals 
capable of judging the ongoing performance of such professionals. The 
Public Works Department has in the past provided such .i;idgerrients of pro- 
fessionals and the Facilities Resource Group relieves it shvx;lc continue^ 
to do so. However 5 there are l^wo ^a^peet^ .^v£^ fexrilities which are not 
narrowly technical in nature but are, nevertheless, of overriding concern 
to institutions. 

The first of these is the programming of facilitie;5>»:teth?^rt i-S , the 
proper selection of the various types of classrooms , offices, support 
spaces, and equipment that serve general and specialized college needs . 
With respect to these program elements,- we believe that the institution 
has the best vantage in determining its requirements as these ouf$ht to be 
finally reflected in the designs of b.uil,a.lngs . 

The second aspect im' t^^.':60' riM^- ^&sxial charactier of a facility and 
its suitability to the environment oif the campus. Here again institutions 
are closest, to prevailing sentiments on campus of what that character 
ought to be. Since it is they who must live with the final result , it is - 
desirable that they -have' a significant voice in deciding such matters. 

■ If the institution is to have some responsibility for the achievement 
of adequate programminrg and visual character, it is important that it de- 
velop a relationship, of confidence and rapport : with the architect . Giving 
colleges a significant role in the selection of architects is , we believe. 
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an ir.portant and necessary way to insure that a proper relationship be 
established. For oth^^s to have sole respcansibility for selection could 
jeopardize this relationship and undermine desirable responsiveness to 
the needs of the institution. 

One way that selection might proceed is for "the Public Works Depart- 
ment to provide a list a4* .qualified architscts—screened for their skill 
and experience in perfosramg ^ proposed commission — with the president of 
a campus then making the final selection. Such a process could do much 
to safeguard the many .interests involved in the design of a facility. ' 

Considering, itfee fore:g(Oing, the Facilities Resource Group recommends 
that the president of an institution shall have a significant voice in 
the selection of all professionals engaged in the planning, programming, 
and design of campus facilities. 
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Physical Facilities Delivery 
After academic and physical plans are created and projects are identified 
the folloA^^L^g phase deals vith the actual design and construction of facili- 
ties . This phaf.e is referred to in this report as the Physical Facilities 
Deliver^' Fyster.. This phase is solely administered hy the Department of 
Public Works, which supervises the development of architectural plans and 
the construction process, and vhcse Ccmmissioner appoints all professional 
consultants . 

This physical. facility delivery phase is particularly important for if 
it lacks in skillful or efficient execution, the cost of a project may rise 
or its performance characteristics may he impaired hoth functionally and as 
an environmental amenity. The effect of poor perform.ance is to reduce the 
ajTiount and adequacy of facilities available to higher education. A sub- 
..committee vas therefore appointed to study the matter and give its recom- 
mendations . 

Jn general it vas found that due to factors beyond its control the 
Public Works Department has not alvays operated in an efficient manner in 
the production of facilities for higher education and that there appeared to , 
;be opportunity: (a) to speed the process of design and construction through ■ 
a streamlining of procedures; (b) to explore nev techniques of design and 
construction; (c) to deve7Lop increased use of the private sector through . 
leaseback, and other contractual arrangements ; and ( d) to: save substantial \ 
m.oney through elimination of unnecessary delays occasioned by the present' 

^ process. It is therefore a recommendation of the Facilities Resource Group 
that the prganization, and operations of ;the, Department of Public Works should 

, be. 'revieved to the end that it may make optimum use of methods and approache 
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to improve its effectiveness in facilities delivery in terms of speed, 
quality, and econoniy. Some details of suggested methods are discussed 
under the headings that follow. 

Construction Management : • 

In the past fev years a service has grown within the construction 
industry and within some larger architectural firms called construction 
management. This service makes available within the architectural design 
phase of a project information on construction techniques that can antici- 
pate and eliminate problems in later phases of the process. It has fre- 
quently happened that plans have had to be redesigned because later con- 
struction information indicated that the original approach was consider- 
ably more costly than necessary, or posed serious construction problems 
that could be avoided. In addition , through construction management the 
design of projects can be directly geared to maJke use of critical path 
planning techniques during construction. This is warranted especially in 
larger projects where considerable savings in time and costs become possible. 

Also to be considered is the use of the construction management service, 
within the physical master planning phase of development , especially where 
new campuses are involved or where considerable additions to an existing 
campus are proposed. It is in the formative stages of development that 
considerable economies are possible through a heightened awareness of the 
.later construction process . " 

It as argued by some that such heightened awareness of the demands : 
of construction may, limit opportunities for good design. However, this 
need not be so , and such, awareness may in fact add greater flexibility to^^^^^ ' : 
the design process and economies gained can be used for design improvements . 
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Considering the foregoing, it is the recommendation of the Facilities 
Resource Group that the service of Construction Management be explored 
for use vithin the facilities process on a regular basis. 

Lease /Purchase Procedure 

The lease/purchase concept in facilities development is one in which 
the space needs land performance characteristics of a project are described 
in a document which is then used to solicit bids from construction firms 
to design and build facilities at a given cost within a given length of 
time. Selections are made on the basis of proposed costs, delivery time, 
and a preliminary design of the project. 

In at least two cases within higher education the lease/purchase con- 
cept was used to develop facilities—one for student housing at Eastern 
Connecticut State College and a second for a new canipus for Middlesex 
■ Community College,. Notably, the process eliriiinates time .consuming reviews 
of plans- "by Public Works - Indications are:'that savings in time and money 
are possible without compromise of performaoo.ce characteristics. 

Since the lease/purchase concept affords savings in time and cost of ■ 
delivering facilities ,: it is the recommendation of the Facilities .Resource- 
Group: that this method be used where applicable. 

. Economies in Construction 

In discussions of economy and efficiency with respect to facilities' a 
.. word of caution appears in order. In the press to get more facilities with 

available funds , there is atendency to purchase these benefits through 
, building temporary facilities or through special purpose facilities that 
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■ cannot be , readapted to 'new uses therefore appears appropriate to comment, , 
:-.at this : time that such expediences if ,:g^^^^ can. in the long 
'run lead. to considerable waste. Thus teinporary facilities that incur hlRher ■ . ' 

costs of maintenance at a later date , facilities that cannot be remodeled 

■ for" nev uses or which frustrate year round use due, to a lack of proper climate 
"control, are not ecr^nomical if a long run perspective is introduced. It is , ' 
therefore. a recommendation of the Facilities. Resource Group that in the , 
design of all facilities due regard be taken of the long run :faptors ; that 
XTuiv rietermj.ne economies. 
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Snvironmental .<lnd Esthetic Considerations / 
Today's center of advanced instruction , as an architectural , symbol , 
has not; yet attained its full and deserved stature . Our chroni c pre- 
occupation with the more immediate demands of everyday life has caused 
our centers of learning to be hidden behind a dense screen of skyscrapers, 
corporate headquarters, high-tension lines, TV antennas, and the stacks of '' 
.power plants . : Furtherinore ," our constant demand "to get the most for the . 
dollar" has stripped the- center of learning of its role as an area where the 
art that stamps our age can be cultivated, disseminated, and eventually: 
:Judged,.: 

■ • Moreover, our acknowledgement of the importance of "higher education . 
is evidenced far more by the extent of our facilities than by their quality. 
The buildings and related elements, viewed individually as well as in a 
statewide perspective, represent a potpourri of styles , a union between 
form and function that is fragile at best , and, an occasional ingenuous out- 
burst of self-expression, but on the whole are lacking in organic unity " 
and esthetic significance. 

And: yet, in the pageant of history , it is the college and; the ,/ , . : 
university that: most Iclearly ^ reflect the educational goals; and spiritual 
ideals of .the times . We are made .tO: realize this when we consider that ,, a . 
generation or: even a deca,de ; hence , we will be judged; precisely as we have ' . 
■Judged the past , in the T^ords of Ruskin , ; *'by our words , our deeds , and our . 
art".'.-" V '^^ ■■, 'v' ■■' ' ' ' ■ ' ^ \ 

.Thus it is essential, in planning for the immediate as well as 
the distant future , that we make special note of the physical character 
of the educational surroundings we propose to create. 
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. . : First of all, the sites for new facilities ; as well as new institu-.. 
tions shoiiLd te selected vith particular attention to their envii onmental 
. . appropriateness , .V/e are now universally conscious of the need to preserve 
. . : . our magnificent heritage in topography, in natural growth, in water.::jOdrses 
and wetlands. However, we have not yet begun to document this awareness 
in the citing and design of the very centers , in which this knowledge is 
formulated and synthesized . Every ; new structure should "be located in 
. relation te. its natural context as a graphic token of oior respect for the 

world we invade dy— and; which we choose to continue to inhabit. The facili- 
ties in their full range , from parking lots and stadia to libraries and 
dormitories , should contribute to a harmonious whole . i In their surfaces , 
..' their forms J and their interrelation V the buildings should form part of a « 
single organic unit. 

Secondly, the spaces between structures should be: studied and treated . 
. with as much care and attention to^ detail as the structures themselves. The 
... whole should result in an atmosphere which is in itself an estheticexperience. 
..No single factor in the^ educational process is more important than an 
.atmosphere which is conducive to, obsisrvation, study , . and . individual Intel- : 
. lectual development. ; No. single center of activity, including the church 
and museum, can do more to bring to the student, and to the world he will ; ■ 
. eventually influence, the elevation of the human spirit that results from 
contact with painting, sculpture , . architecture ,: music , and the art , of land- ' . 
.. ■ ■ ; _ scape *•,.*— 

This ,■ well above and beyond the relatively simple task o"^ providing 
mere shelter, is the role of facilities of higher education for the future.: 
The. task is not an easy one , regardless of the visible, tangible 
; . nature, of its elements. The static quality of facilities in every category 
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, iTiust maintain pace with evolutionary change^^ and 
. .revolutionary changes in student life -style. 

However, its solution does not necessarily depend ijpon the massive 
expenditure of additional funds . In all probability, a reduction' 'in the 
rate of demand may be felt , due to the influence of two major factors. 

First of all, the trend toward shared programs , though essentially 
sporadic in applicatiGn| is bound to have an appreciable effect on the need : 
■for new space. Close cooperation mohg state, private, and proprietary . 
school, within logical geographic limitations , should be seriously considered 
in this regard. Furthermore, the development . of combined , centers , where the 
requirements of two-year technical certificates and two and four-year programs 
■ will share : the same roof, will likewise have an effect . Beyond this, there 

is the strong probability that^ existing methods of com^^^ 
.utilized to make education available and even offer degrees in specialized: 
■areas without resort to the necessity of structures of ar.^. kind, excepting, : 
of course, those that house the electronic equipment. V 

Secondly, the standards:^ of living accommodatiohs for university and ' 
college; students , which have; altered radically in; the ;1^^^ will 
bring about noticeable changes . - These have progressed; beyond the state of ;. : : ' 
coed apartments; the current and eminently desirable norm is "living* of f- 
cajnpus". This trend will result in a marked decrease in the demand for the 
cell-like dormitory , of; the past. It will, be characterized, conversely , by - 
an increase in the demand for parking space In close proximity to the aca- 
demic facilities and, in some cases, by the construction of parking garages. ' 
There,:. is little doubt that this novel feature in the academic landscape - 
will be rendered palatable in terms of construction financing and student 
.tuition long before its negative, environmental impact ceases to be felt. 

In conclusion,, it is safe : to say 'that a study of physical facilities 
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Chapter 9 Environmental and Esthetic Considerations (cont.) 
for higher education, in all their varied dimensions, is mandatory. As. 
-noted in detail in Chapter II, this study should "be made "by a carefully 
selected and continuing group of capahle and dedicated professionals . It . 
should "be coiitinually adjusted (to the extent that concrete , steel , and 
asphalt can "be "adjusted'^, on the l>asis of new goals programs , values, " 
and fluctuations in student population. New measures for evaluating' facili- 
ties, furthermore, should "be esta"blished. The near-archaic "square-foot-per- 
student" may ."be replaced, for example , "by a phrase from the Weather Bureau, , 
and in the future the intellectual climate of. an institution may he c^iitFited 
±h "degree-dollars" 5 with, hope fully some diminution in the; pervasive :"chill- .. 
factor" , with which the taxpayer; views his .share In the operation. 

: In any case , progress in this complex field cannot :he ;made through " 
immobility or moratoria; the. application of the solution must immediately 
follow the study. Fortunately, in the hroad range.: of the overall challenge , 
the facets" of shelter \and exterior image , as. stated in the preface , are of 
somewhat less than first priority. 
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